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RE: HRSD Water Recycling Project

		From

		Nelson, Mark

		To

		'Kudlas, Scott (DEQ)'

		Recipients

		Scott.Kudlas@deq.virginia.gov



Thank you, Scott.  You continue to be very helpful.

 

MN

 

From: Kudlas, Scott (DEQ) [mailto:Scott.Kudlas@deq.virginia.gov] 
Sent: Wednesday, February 03, 2016 11:41 AM
To: Nelson, Mark &lt;Nelson.Mark@epa.gov&gt;
Subject: HRSD Water Recycling Project

 

Mark,

 

Good to talk to you again. I have attached the map we discussed that gives the generalized locations of the potential injection wells for this project. I also am providing a map which provides greater context for where other water supply facilities are located in context.

 

For your information, I also attached a link to a Daily Press Article on the project that ran over the past weekend. 

 

http://www.hrsd.com/pdf/SWR/Can_your_sinks_and_toilets_fight_sea-level_rise_VP20160131.pdf

 

Your question about increased system pressures resulting from the injection having an impact on RCRA or CERCLA remediation sites is an interesting one and I will assure that I will make our program folks aware of the issue as we move further into the feasibility assessment for this project. As I indicated, in theory we would not expect to see changes in the surficial unconfined system from this deep confined aquifer injection but it is something that could be looked at more closely as local scale modeling is developed.

 

Let me know if you need anything further.

 

Scott W. Kudlas

Director, Office of Water Supply 

Department of Environmental Quality

P.O. Box 1105

Richmond, VA 23218

Phone=(804) 698-4456

FAX=(804) 698-4302

scott.kudlas@deq.virginia.gov

www.deq.virginia.gov

 


HRSD Water Recycling Project

		From

		Nelson, Mark

		To

		Johnson, KarenD

		Recipients

		Johnson.KarenD@epa.gov



Karen,

 

These maps may be useful for today&#8217;s meeting.    

 

MN

 

From: Kudlas, Scott (DEQ) [mailto:Scott.Kudlas@deq.virginia.gov] 
Sent: Wednesday, February 03, 2016 11:41 AM
To: Nelson, Mark &lt;Nelson.Mark@epa.gov&gt;
Subject: HRSD Water Recycling Project

 

Mark,

 

Good to talk to you again. I have attached the map we discussed that gives the generalized locations of the potential injection wells for this project. I also am providing a map which provides greater context for where other water supply facilities are located in context.

 

For your information, I also attached a link to a Daily Press Article on the project that ran over the past weekend. 

 

http://www.hrsd.com/pdf/SWR/Can_your_sinks_and_toilets_fight_sea-level_rise_VP20160131.pdf

 

Your question about increased system pressures resulting from the injection having an impact on RCRA or CERCLA remediation sites is an interesting one and I will assure that I will make our program folks aware of the issue as we move further into the feasibility assessment for this project. As I indicated, in theory we would not expect to see changes in the surficial unconfined system from this deep confined aquifer injection but it is something that could be looked at more closely as local scale modeling is developed.

 

Let me know if you need anything further.

 

Scott W. Kudlas

Director, Office of Water Supply 

Department of Environmental Quality

P.O. Box 1105

Richmond, VA 23218

Phone=(804) 698-4456

FAX=(804) 698-4302

scott.kudlas@deq.virginia.gov

www.deq.virginia.gov
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HRSD waste water treatment plants 



The total design flow from all the plants is just under 250 MGD.  Not all of these plants would be 



involved in the SWR project.  The project anticipates redirecting about 120 MGD by 2030.  This would 



significantly reduce the point source nutrient loads under the Chesapeake Bay TMDL and open 



discussions about reallocation of those loads within the region.  It will replace much of the currently 



permitted groundwater removal in the region.  It may have other benefits for subsidence and saltwater 



intrusion issues.  



The questions include potential implications for local surface water ecosystems, groundwater quality in 



the region, and Bay restoration policies. 
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** Annual average (2012) discharge rates shown for selected plants (million gallons per
day (MGD)).
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influent flow 365 days a year with appropriate peak factors provided to meet reliability
and redundancy requirements.
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FW: HRSD Aquifer Replenishment and Storage Team

		From

		Nelson, Mark

		To

		Poe, Brian

		Recipients

		poe.brian@epa.gov







-----Original Appointment-----
From: rogers, rick 
Sent: Thursday, January 21, 2016 4:57 PM
To: rogers, rick; Johnson, KarenD; Bennett, James; Nelson, Mark; Crumlish, Karen; Hoover, Michelle; Keegan, Megan
Subject: HRSD Aquifer Replenishment and Storage Team
When: Thursday, February 04, 2016 2:00 PM-3:00 PM (UTC-05:00) Eastern Time (US & Canada).
Where: TBD





Rescheduling – I meant to set this up for earlier in the afternoon.  Not sure how I ended up with 4:00 pm









This meeting is geared to form up a Region 3 team to manage the process of taking action on the expected UIC permits for Hampton Roads Sanitary District’s aquifer storage and reuse project.



The review and approval of the Hampton Roads Sanitary District’s treated waste water injection permits for their planned aquifer replenishment and storage project could entail a lot of technically related questions about safety of the project and impacts to future water supply reuse.  HRSD calls it their Sustainable Water Recycling Initiative - an appropriate title for the project.  I think many in the public will look at it as sewage effluent being sent through a natural cycle to come back up as drinking water.  They may not hear or understand the terms “highly treated”, biologically activated carbon, etc.  They probably won’t grasp that this recycling project should deliver water to a drinking water well that should be actually cleaner than the water sucked up from our local rivers by public water systems today. 



This all means that we’ll have to become experts on the whole topic and we have about a year to get there.  I know the expertise certainly exists in-house related to the UIC aspects of this project, managing the injection process, protecting the source of drinking water, and planning for potential well failure.  What we’ll have to be able to address with confidence are the inevitable questions related to the water quality side of this process.  Questions like:



		Will their proposed treatment address reduce regulated contaminants to below MCL levels

		Would it be appropriate to allow injection of water with contaminants just below MCL levels (as Karen pointed out related to nitrates)

		Will the proposed treatment process reduce unregulated contaminants below health advisory levels?



Will the proposed treatment process lower concentrations of emerging contaminants such as those in the categories of pharmaceuticals and personal care products?

Will residence time in the aquifer reduce the concentrations of, or modify the chemical properties of, any contaminants introduced to the aquifer?

Will there be deleterious effects to the aquifer from introduction of nutrients like N and P and other minerals?

		HRSD is aware of the need to match aquifer chemistry, but what are all the parameters we should be concerned about?

Will adding an oxygenated water to an aquifer that is probably anoxic cause any issues such as bacterial growth or chemical reactions that release bound contaminants such as metals and rads?

		How will we (and HRSD) educate the public about the safety of this process?  How will we explain that it is OK to have PPT levels of PPCPs and things like caffeine?  We’ll need communications help with that.



To that end, we need to do a lot of research on existing, similar projects like Orange County California’s Water Factory 21 aquifer recharge and reuse project and others.  We will need to be familiar with:

		Water quality standards applied to the injected water 



Types of treatment employed and data on their effectiveness and reliability

Data on water quality coming back out of the ground

What emphasis, if any, has been placed on minimizing emerging contaminants

History of public involvement in the approval process and public acceptance of the projects



I’m looking at this meeting as the creation of a team to manage this process through initial approval of the pilot well scheduled for 2018 through approvals of all the wells in the project which is scheduled to happen from 2020 through 2030 with the goals of:



		Protecting public health and the aquifer resources to the best of our authorities and abilities



Maintaining transparency throughout the process

Partnering closely with the state and local government agencies

Avoiding unintended, bad consequences to the best of our abilities and authorities

Communicating to the public with the confidence brought about by being the experts on all the issues 




HRSD Aquifer Replenishment and Storage Team

		From

		rogers, rick

		To

		Johnson, KarenD; Bennett, James; Nelson, Mark; Crumlish, Karen; Hoover, Michelle; Keegan, Megan

		Cc

		Jill L. Branby; Branby, Jill; Poe, Brian

		Recipients

		Johnson.KarenD@epa.gov; bennett.james@epa.gov; Nelson.Mark@epa.gov; Crumlish.Karen@epa.gov; Hoover.Michelle@epa.gov; Keegan.Megan@epa.gov; jbranby@gmail.com; Branby.Jill@epa.gov; poe.brian@epa.gov



Adding meeting room location and conference call in number



Rescheduling – I meant to set this up for earlier in the afternoon.  Not sure how I ended up with 4:00 pm









This meeting is geared to form up a Region 3 team to manage the process of taking action on the expected UIC permits for Hampton Roads Sanitary District’s aquifer storage and reuse project.



The review and approval of the Hampton Roads Sanitary District’s treated waste water injection permits for their planned aquifer replenishment and storage project could entail a lot of technically related questions about safety of the project and impacts to future water supply reuse.  HRSD calls it their Sustainable Water Recycling Initiative - an appropriate title for the project.  I think many in the public will look at it as sewage effluent being sent through a natural cycle to come back up as drinking water.  They may not hear or understand the terms “highly treated”, biologically activated carbon, etc.  They probably won’t grasp that this recycling project should deliver water to a drinking water well that should be actually cleaner than the water sucked up from our local rivers by public water systems today. 



This all means that we’ll have to become experts on the whole topic and we have about a year to get there.  I know the expertise certainly exists in-house related to the UIC aspects of this project, managing the injection process, protecting the source of drinking water, and planning for potential well failure.  What we’ll have to be able to address with confidence are the inevitable questions related to the water quality side of this process.  Questions like:



		Will their proposed treatment address reduce regulated contaminants to below MCL levels

		Would it be appropriate to allow injection of water with contaminants just below MCL levels (as Karen pointed out related to nitrates)

		Will the proposed treatment process reduce unregulated contaminants below health advisory levels?



Will the proposed treatment process lower concentrations of emerging contaminants such as those in the categories of pharmaceuticals and personal care products?

Will residence time in the aquifer reduce the concentrations of, or modify the chemical properties of, any contaminants introduced to the aquifer?

Will there be deleterious effects to the aquifer from introduction of nutrients like N and P and other minerals?

		HRSD is aware of the need to match aquifer chemistry, but what are all the parameters we should be concerned about?

Will adding an oxygenated water to an aquifer that is probably anoxic cause any issues such as bacterial growth or chemical reactions that release bound contaminants such as metals and rads?

		How will we (and HRSD) educate the public about the safety of this process?  How will we explain that it is OK to have PPT levels of PPCPs and things like caffeine?  We’ll need communications help with that.



To that end, we need to do a lot of research on existing, similar projects like Orange County California’s Water Factory 21 aquifer recharge and reuse project and others.  We will need to be familiar with:

		Water quality standards applied to the injected water 



Types of treatment employed and data on their effectiveness and reliability

Data on water quality coming back out of the ground
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History of public involvement in the approval process and public acceptance of the projects



I’m looking at this meeting as the creation of a team to manage this process through initial approval of the pilot well scheduled for 2018 through approvals of all the wells in the project which is scheduled to happen from 2020 through 2030 with the goals of:



		Protecting public health and the aquifer resources to the best of our authorities and abilities



Maintaining transparency throughout the process

Partnering closely with the state and local government agencies

Avoiding unintended, bad consequences to the best of our abilities and authorities

Communicating to the public with the confidence brought about by being the experts on all the issues 




FW: UIC Discussion- Superfund Map for Consideration

		From

		Nelson, Mark

		To

		'Kudlas, Scott (DEQ)'

		Recipients

		Scott.Kudlas@deq.virginia.gov



Scott,



I think this may interest you.  As you can see it is in reference to our meeting this afternoon as previously discussed.



MN





_____________________________________________
From: Mohollen, Laura 
Sent: Thursday, February 04, 2016 10:49 AM
To: Crumlish, Karen <Crumlish.Karen@epa.gov>; rogers, rick <rogers.rick@epa.gov>; Johnson, KarenD <Johnson.KarenD@epa.gov>; Root, Charlie <Root.Charlie@epa.gov>; Beach, Bruce W. <beach.bruce@epa.gov>; Davies, Kathy <Davies.Kathy@epa.gov>
Cc: Snoparsky, Mindi <Snoparsky.Mindi@epa.gov>; Nelson, Mark <Nelson.Mark@epa.gov>; Poe, Brian <poe.brian@epa.gov>
Subject: UIC Discussion- Superfund Map for Consideration





Attached is a map with our current NPL sites and references to RCRA facilities, it may be a helpful reference for this afternoon’s discussion.  We have a large print out we’ll be bringing.  







 Laura A. Mohollen

Branch Chief

Technical Support Branch

US EPA- Hazardous Sites Cleanup Division

1650 Arch St (3HS41)

Philadelphia, PA 19103



P-215-814-3295







-----Original Appointment-----
From: Mohollen, Laura 
Sent: Wednesday, January 27, 2016 7:48 AM
To: Mohollen, Laura; Crumlish, Karen; rogers, rick; Johnson, KarenD; Root, Charlie; Beach, Bruce W.; Davies, Kathy
Cc: Snoparsky, Mindi; Nelson, Mark; Poe, Brian; Jill L. Branby
Subject: Hampton Roads Sanitation District Proposed UIC Discussion Regarding Superfund Sites In Area
When: Thursday, February 04, 2016 1:00 PM-2:00 PM (UTC-05:00) Eastern Time (US & Canada).
Where: Mulberry Room-10th Floor, Call In- 215-814-2291 code 430411





We were hoping to be able to sit down and discuss what is known about the location(s) of the proposed injection wells at this time.  We have a number of Superfund sites in the area some with groundwater plumes and would like to discuss potential impacts to the groundwater cleanups.  I’ll get a room and call in number if this time is ok for everyone! 



Thanks!



Laura



HRSD and SF sites.pdf
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Proximity of Hampton Roads Water Treatment Plants
to Superfund and RCRA Corrective Action Sites



US EPA Region 3, GIS Team - J Ford, 02/01/2016 - Map 4013
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Hampton Roads Water Treatment Proximity
1 King William WTP > 5 miles
2 Urbanna WTP > 5 miles
3 Central Middlesex WTP > 5 miles
4 West Point WTP > 5 miles
5 Williamsburg WTP < 1 miles
6 York River WTP < 1 miles
7 James River WTP < 2 miles
8 Boat Harbor WTP < 2 miles
9 Nansemond WTP < 1 miles



10 Army Base WTP < 1 miles
11 Virginia Initiative WTP < 2 miles
12 Chesapeake Elizabeth WTP < 1 miles
13 Atlantic WTP < 1 miles



WTP - Water Treatment Plant
NPL - National Priority List (Superfund Site)
FedFac Non NPL - Federal Facility (non-NPL)
RCRA - Resource Conservation & Recovery Act



RCRA Corrective Action Sites
Ashland Inc.
Bae Systems Norfolk Ship Repair
BASF Corp
Chemical Carrier Corp of Virginia
City of Chesapeake Public Works
Clean Harbors Environmental Services, Inc
Controls Corporation of America
Former JG Wilson Corp
Hampton Industrial Plating Site
Hercules Inc - Hopewell Plant
Honeywell International Inc.
Honeywell Resins & Chemicals LLC
Huntington Ingalls Incorporated
Nevamar Co LLC
Plains Marketing L.P. Yorktown
Procter & Gamble Mfg Co Portsmouth
Royster Co
Safety-Kleen Systems, Inc.
Sims Metal
Virginia DOT - Elko Materials Laboratory
Virginia Emergency Fuel Storage Facility



" NPL Sites
Abex Corporation
Atlantic Wood Industries, Inc.
Chisman Creek
Former Nansemond Ordnance Depot
Fort Eustis (Us Army)
Langley AFB / NASA Langley Research Center
Naval Amphibious Base Little Creek
Naval Weapons Station - Yorktown
Norfolk Naval Base (Sewells Point Complex)
Norfolk Naval Shipyard
Nws Yorktown - Cheatham Annex
Peck Iron and Metal
Saunders Supply Co.
St. Juliens Creek Annex (U.S. Navy)
Suffolk City Landfill



" Federal Facilities (non-NPL)
Camp Peary Naval Reservation
Craney Island Disposal Area
Craney Island Fuel Depot
Dam Neck Naval Training Area
Driver Naval Radio Transmitting Fac. (Closed)
Fentress Auxiliary Landing Field
Fisherman Island National Wildlife Refuge
Fort Monroe Military Reservation
Fort Story Military Reservation
Oceana Naval Air Station
Plum Tree Island National Wildlife Refuge
U.S. Naval Supply Center
USAF Oyster Point



Sources:  Esri, HERE, DeLorme, MapmyIndia, © OpenStreetMap contributors,
and the GIS user community;   Hampton Bay Sanitation District;   EPA Region 3



XQ more than 5 miles from EPA POI
XQ near a Federal Facility (non-NPL)
XQ near a National Priority List site
XQ near a RCRA Corrective Action site











Re: Jan 19 meeting with HRSD in Philadelphia

		From

		Johnson, KarenD

		To

		Capacasa, Jon

		Cc

		Zolandz, Mark; Menen, Christopher; McGuigan, David; Rogers, Rick; Nelson, Mark

		Recipients

		Capacasa.jon@epa.gov; Zolandz.Mark@epa.gov; menen.chris@epa.gov; McGuigan.David@epa.gov; rogers.rick@epa.gov; Nelson.Mark@epa.gov



These will probably be Class 1 municipal wells unless we learn more about the water quality and determine they are Class 5 aquifer storage

No one has previously contacted us about this project 

Please have them contact Mark Nelson to get an overview of the prosposal

Sent from my iPhone


On Jan 8, 2016, at 10:56 AM, Capacasa, Jon &lt;Capacasa.jon@epa.gov&gt; wrote:



The same project.  Shawn and I are part of the team being briefed on Monday in DC.

 

Please keep Karen Johnson and Rick Rogers involved in notices about the Jan 19th meeting. They should be participating to review the UIC regulatory and permitting requirements.  The injection of wastewater is  UIC regulated activity and chances are good an NPDES permit will need to be issued or modified for this project.   Also, if HRSD is amenable, I would invite EAID and the NEPA folks.  This is a massive project with a federal permit or two involved which will likely trigger some form of NEPA review.

 

 

A full slide show is available on the web  at site below – it is embedded in the meeting minutes document as a link

 

 

http://www.hrsd.com/pdf/Commission%20Minutes/2015/08-25-15_Draft_Commission_Minutes.pdf            

 

 

From: Zolandz, Mark 
Sent: Friday, January 08, 2016 10:48 AM
To: Capacasa, Jon &lt;Capacasa.jon@epa.gov&gt;
Cc: Menen, Christopher &lt;menen.chris@epa.gov&gt;; McGuigan, David &lt;McGuigan.David@epa.gov&gt;
Subject: RE: Enforcement Notification: HRSD

 

Jon,

 

Sure thing.  I will track down where the concurrence package is to keep it from going out yet.

 

FYI - We are meeting with HRSD in Philadelphia on January 19th to hear there proposal about injecting treated wastewater to replenish local aquifers, and I have looped the groundwater folks in to that meeting.  Apparently, Ted Henifin (HRSD’s general manager) and David Paylor (VADEQ) are meeting with Cynthia Giles and others at Headquarters next week to present this injection project proposal to them.  January 19th will be the first time we hear about the project from HRSD directly, although we have read some articles about it in the past month or so.

 

Can I ask what the other HRSD issue is that you are dealing with?  

 

Thanks,

 

Mark Zolandz

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region III

NPDES Enforcement Branch , Water Protection Division

1650 Arch Street (3WP42)

Philadelphia, PA 19103-2029

Tel: 215-814-2319

 

From: Capacasa, Jon 
Sent: Friday, January 08, 2016 10:42 AM
To: Zolandz, Mark &lt;Zolandz.Mark@epa.gov&gt;
Subject: FW: Enforcement Notification: HRSD

 

Can you hold the timing of issuing this letter until after Monday ?  We are meeting with HRSD on another matter.

 

 

From: McGuigan, David 
Sent: Wednesday, January 06, 2016 4:27 PM
To: Hamilton, Brian &lt;Hamilton.Brian@epa.gov&gt;; Barnes, Betty &lt;Barnes.Betty@epa.gov&gt;; Beers, Samantha &lt;Beers.Samantha@epa.gov&gt;; Capacasa, Jon &lt;Capacasa.jon@epa.gov&gt;; Rodrigues, Cecil &lt;rodrigues.cecil@epa.gov&gt;; Coe, Mary &lt;Coe.Mary@epa.gov&gt;; D'Andrea, Michael &lt;DANDREA.MICHAEL@EPA.GOV&gt;; Early, William &lt;Early.William@epa.gov&gt;; Field, Stephen &lt;Field.Stephen@epa.gov&gt;; Garvin, Shawn &lt;garvin.shawn@epa.gov&gt;; Lewis, Jacqueline &lt;Lewis.Jacqueline@epa.gov&gt;; Lueckenhoff, Dominique &lt;Lueckenhoff.Dominique@epa.gov&gt;; Menen, Christopher &lt;menen.chris@epa.gov&gt;; D'Andrea, Michael &lt;DANDREA.MICHAEL@EPA.GOV&gt;; Price-Fay, Michelle &lt;Price-Fay.Michelle@epa.gov&gt;; Ryan, Daniel &lt;Ryan.Daniel@epa.gov&gt;
Subject: FW: Enforcement Notification: HRSD

 

 

 

David B. McGuigan, Ph.D.

Associate Director

Office of NPDES Permits and Enforcement

Water Protection Division

Tel: 215-814-2158

Cell: 215-514-9651

 

From: Zolandz, Mark 
Sent: Tuesday, December 22, 2015 1:57 PM
To: McGuigan, David &lt;McGuigan.David@epa.gov&gt;
Cc: Price-Fay, Michelle &lt;Price-Fay.Michelle@epa.gov&gt;; Menen, Christopher &lt;menen.chris@epa.gov&gt;; Bartlett, Deane &lt;Bartlett.Deane@epa.gov&gt;; Hykel, Judith &lt;Hykel.Judith@epa.gov&gt;; Maslowski, Steven &lt;Maslowski.Steven@epa.gov&gt;; Graham, Allison &lt;Graham.Allison@epa.gov&gt;
Subject: Enforcement Notification

 

EPA Region III Enforcement Notification

 

Subject:                                  Enforcement Notice for Stipulated Penalty Demand Letter for $89,950 to be Issued to the Hampton Roads Sanitation District (HRSD)

 

From:                                     Mark Zolandz, Enforcement Officer

                                               NPDES Enforcement Branch

 

Thru:                                      David McGuigan, Associate Director

                                               Office of NPDES Permits and Enforcement

 

To:                                          Cecil Rodriguez, Deputy Regional Administrator

cc:                                          Regional Administrator; Water Protection Division Director; Virginia State Liaison Officers; Chesapeake Bay State Liaison Office;

Office of Enforcement, Compliance and Environmental Justice; Office of Regional Council

 

Respondent:                            Hampton Roads Sanitation District (HRSD)

                       

Type of Action:                       Stipulated Penalty Demand Letter for $89,950

 

Statute:                                    CWA

City, State Location:               Hampton, VA; Chesapeake, VA; Virginia Beach, VA; Norfolk, VA; Portsmouth, VA; Suffolk, VA; Isle of Wight County, VA; Newport News, VA; Williamsburg, VA; York County, VA; Poquoson, VA; Gloucester County, VA; James City County, VA

 

Number of Actions:                1

State Consultation and Involvement/Position on the Action:  

EPA notified VADEQ on 12/10/15 and VADEQ (both Maria Nold at Tidewater Regional Office and Kathleen O’Connell at Central Office) is supportive of this action.

 

Anticipated public implications of this action?  

Anticipate possible negative feedback from recipients.  Do not expect reaction from congressionals or environmental groups.

Comments/Background:         

The purpose of this actions is to seek $89,950 in stipulated penalties for unpermitted discharges, including SSOs and overflows from HRSD’s wastewater treatment plants in 2011 and 2012.  These stipulated penalties are a condition of the Consent Decree signed by HRSD.  EPA will be splitting this penalty with the Commonwealth of Virginia, with each party receiving $44,975.

 

Final Resolution:                    Payment of these stipulated penalties by HRSD will resolve these instances of noncompliance with the CWA.

 

Staff Contact Person:             Mark Zolandz (215) 814-2319

                                               Deane Bartlett (215) 814-2776

 

 

 

 


RE: Hampton roads project

		From

		Capacasa, Jon

		To

		Johnson, KarenD

		Cc

		Nelson, Mark; Rogers, Rick

		Recipients

		Johnson.KarenD@epa.gov; Nelson.Mark@epa.gov; rogers.rick@epa.gov



That's helpful Karen on the Chesapeake project earlier.

There is a 40 page Power Point available on the link I provided in an earlier email message.  We are good for now but be good for Mark and you to browse the presentation and anticipate what questions we may have as this gets considered for a permitting situation down the road.  Early guidance would be important.


-----Original Message-----
From: Johnson, KarenD 
Sent: Friday, January 08, 2016 12:35 PM
To: Capacasa, Jon <Capacasa.jon@epa.gov>
Cc: Nelson, Mark <Nelson.Mark@epa.gov>; rogers, rick <rogers.rick@epa.gov>
Subject: Re: Hampton roads project

We'd need to learn about the project
We don't know what is planned
For Chesapeake, the system has about a dozen wells The surface water is injected during high water periods and recovered during low water periods The presence of fluoride in the receiving formation is a marker for point where they have recovered the stored water There is no chlorination before injection. Chlorination has changed water chemistry in the receiving formation in Wisconsin and caused water quality issues, I think with Arsenic, but we can look into it

If this instead of storm water as I' m assuming here, and it is POTW effluent, it will be a class 1 municipal well and is far more complex with regard to the depth, construction, etc.
They would be more similar to the Class 1 municipal wells I'm Florida and I'm not sure we'd even have suitable formations in VA or with adequate protection from USDW's Certainly late to include us in these discussions if this is a solution to CWA issues

I'm currently out of town and will be at a meet at UVA this afternoon I'll kept my IPhone with me but will be difficult to respond if I don't have reception at the pool Sent from my iPhone

> On Jan 8, 2016, at 11:59 AM, Capacasa, Jon <Capacasa.jon@epa.gov> wrote:
> 
> Can Mark give us a few bullet points on that Chesapeake Project so I can mention it during the meeting as a prior example?  Aquifer recharge or disposal?
> 
> 
> -----Original Message-----
> From: Johnson, KarenD
> Sent: Friday, January 08, 2016 11:57 AM
> To: Capacasa, Jon <Capacasa.jon@epa.gov>
> Subject: Re: Hampton roads project
> 
> No we have not been involved, it would need a permit under UIC We have 
> a similar aquifer storage project in Chesapeake I've asked Mark Z to 
> contact Mark Nelson , who's overseen the Chesapeake project for years
> 
> Sent from my iPhone
> 
>> On Jan 7, 2016, at 4:02 PM, Capacasa, Jon <Capacasa.jon@epa.gov> wrote:
>> 
>> Are you aware of a Hampton roads project proposed for ground water recharge and recovery?  Shawn has been invited to a briefing on the subject by Paylor. 
>> 
>> This would require UIC permit right?  From us?
>> Jon
>> 
>> Sent from my iPhone



RE: Hampton Roads Proposal

		From

		Johnson, KarenD

		To

		Nelson, Mark

		Recipients

		Nelson.Mark@epa.gov



Mark- Is Chesapeake injecting into the Potomac formation? If not, which formation, and what kind of pressures are they using, and what kinds of volumes are they injecting/recovering??

 

From: Nelson, Mark 
Sent: Monday, January 11, 2016 9:22 AM
To: Johnson, KarenD &lt;Johnson.KarenD@epa.gov&gt;
Subject: RE: Hampton Roads Proposal

 

Craig Maples, Water Resources Administrator

City of Chesapeake

Chesapeake Water Treatment Plant

3350 Battlefield Blvd S

Chesapeake, VA 23322

 

(757)  382-3550

 

From: Johnson, KarenD 
Sent: Monday, January 11, 2016 8:55 AM
To: rogers, rick &lt;rogers.rick@epa.gov&gt;
Cc: Nelson, Mark &lt;Nelson.Mark@epa.gov&gt;
Subject: RE: Hampton Roads Proposal

 

I&#8217;m going through the power point now.. It took a while to find it. Mark- if printing it is pages 104-156 in the minutes pages..  I&#8217;m still trying to find out their intentions for the &#8220;recovery&#8221; part of an Aquifer storage and recovery classification of a well it really just looks like they plan to &#8220;recharge the aquifer, due to salt water intrusion, etc. they are also class V wells.  The permit process could be minimal. I just don&#8217;t want this to be what we&#8217;ve seen in VA before.. DEQ doesn&#8217;t want to permit the surface water discharge, so they have told companies to come to EPA to get a permit to inject the waste water effluent before&#8230; they actually tried to have us allow this for a chromium waste once!

 

From: rogers, rick 
Sent: Monday, January 11, 2016 8:47 AM
To: Johnson, KarenD &lt;Johnson.KarenD@epa.gov&gt;
Cc: Nelson, Mark &lt;Nelson.Mark@epa.gov&gt;
Subject: FW: Hampton Roads Proposal

 

FYI &#8211; I got an initial email from Jon about this on Friday morning when I was heading out from home.  I advised him that this project would need UIC permits and planned on tying you in.  I got tied up in a number of personal things and when I caught back up to the email chains I saw that you were tied in.  I&#8217;m not sure if Jon ever forwarded this link.  In the minutes, there is a link to a powerpoint presentation that gives some additional details on their proposal.  Sounds like multiple injection wells from multiple WWTPs.  

 

I&#8217;m wondering, do current UIC regs that apply hear take into account emerging contaminants at PPT levels in a wastewater effluent such as pharmaceuticals and personal care products or do they focus on the currently regulated/NPDES permitted contaminants?  I am guessing Region 9 or CA has a lot of experience in this sort of thing.  

 

Jon also sent this note to me earlier on Friday, but I&#8217;m not sure if these questions ever got over to you:

 

&#8220;I would like to be able to say with authority what the UIC permitting process might entail.  Individual permit or GP?  What class of well?  What is anything special might be required in terms of public notice./input on a proposal of this size.  Since we are DI authority in VA.&#8221;

 

Karen, - I think one of your messages answered most of these questions, but in case not, could you or Mark outline some brief answers to Jon so he can get them on his iPhone?

 

Thanks,

 

Rick

 

 

&lt;&lt;&lt;&lt;&lt;&lt;&lt;&lt;&lt;&lt;&lt;&lt;&lt;&gt;&gt;&gt;&gt;&gt;&gt;&gt;&gt;&gt;&gt;&gt;&gt;&gt;
Rick Rogers, Associate Director
Office of Drinking Water and Source Water Protection (3WP20)
Water Protection Division 
U.S. EPA Region 3
1650 Arch Street
Philadelphia, PA  19103
Tele: 215.814.5711
Fax: 215.814.3163
rogers.rick@epa.gov

 

From: Capacasa, Jon 
Sent: Friday, January 08, 2016 8:59 AM
To: Gilinsky, Ellen &lt;Gilinsky.Ellen@epa.gov&gt;
Subject: RE: Hampton Roads Proposal

 

When in doubt, Google it!

 

Here is what I found &#8211; Meeting minutes and a Power Point presentation on the web.

 

http://www.hrsd.com/pdf/Commission%20Minutes/2015/08-25-15_Draft_Commission_Minutes.pdf

 

 

 

From: Gilinsky, Ellen 
Sent: Friday, January 08, 2016 8:51 AM
To: Capacasa, Jon &lt;Capacasa.jon@epa.gov&gt;
Subject: RE: Hampton Roads Proposal

 

Thanks Jon. I actually talked to Shawn about it too yesterday when I was on the phone with him about our planned Ag farm tour.  It would be great to get any information &#8211; I agree that Paylor is problem looking to solve two problems at once.  And YES I remember that we didn&#8217;t want to do UIC permits in Virginia!

I will be at the meeting as Joel asked me to cover (its amazing to have a boss again who asks me to do things for him). So see ya Monday.

 

 

Ellen Gilinsky

 

Ellen Gilinsky, Ph.D.

Senior Policy Advisor

Office of Water

1200 Pennsylvania Ave, NW

Room 3219B EPA East, MC 4101M

Washington, DC 20460

 

Phone: 202-564-2549

Cell: 202-236-6882

Email: Gilinsky.ellen@epa.gov

 

From: Capacasa, Jon 
Sent: Friday, January 08, 2016 8:48 AM
To: Gilinsky, Ellen &lt;Gilinsky.Ellen@epa.gov&gt;
Subject: Hampton Roads Proposal

 

Hi Ellen  - just got back from the Great Lakes talking to a committee about lessons learned from Bay nutrient control program and TMDL&gt;  Lake Erie focused subcommittee to ramp up action plans for the renewed issues with the Lake.

 

I am planning to attend along with Shawn for the briefing on Monday from Hampton Roads.  I have staff trying to track down any information on this in advance but so far pretty slim.

 

The only thing I know for sure is that a proposal for GW recharge and recovery would require a UIC permit from our Division.  VA Is not authorized for the UIC program so we do the permitting here.

 

Collecting what background we can on the project but it is all new information at this point.

 

I assume it has something to do with coastal salt water instrusion and pumping water into formation during abundance times and recovering the water during dry times.

 

What do you suggest we do to gather more background.  My staff have a call into DEQ but nothing yet to share.

 

Jon

 

Jon M. Capacasa, P.E.

Director

Water Protection Division

EPA Region III

1650 Arch Street

Philadelphia, PA 19103

215-814-5422

capacasa.jon@epa.gov

 


FW: Project review considerations

		From

		rogers, rick

		To

		Johnson, KarenD; Nelson, Mark; Crumlish, Karen

		Recipients

		Johnson.KarenD@epa.gov; Nelson.Mark@epa.gov; Crumlish.Karen@epa.gov



FYI - I'm not sure who will actually schedule this meeting, but consider yourselves invited.  As soon as I hear when and where, I'll let you know.

Rick

-----Original Message-----
From: Capacasa, Jon 
Sent: Monday, January 11, 2016 2:29 PM
To: Capacasa, Jon <Capacasa.jon@epa.gov>; McGuigan, David <McGuigan.David@epa.gov>; rogers, rick <rogers.rick@epa.gov>
Subject: Project review considerations

David/Rick 


Want to debrief you on this Hampton roads project presentation we heard today.  Tomorrow with a couple of senior staff.  UiIC.  NPDES.  PWSS

Below are some review considerations for now 

Jon



Hampton roads GW recharge proposal for tidewater VA 

Will TN nutrient controls in excess of the bay TMDL limits be retired or sold to others to offset growth? The bay load cap is 3.4 million pounds.  Controls below this level may be sold as offsets. 

Is there a revenue projected from the sale of nutrient credits for growth ?

Will hrsd complete all the previously scheduled nutrient treatment upgrades per plant to meet WLA  ?

How are WQ benefits from this proposal quantified then? Are they temporary or permanent credits?

The project involves at least 9 or 10 injection wells at wastewater treatment plant sites    Same aquifer.  Any not planned

Integrated planning framework is intended to sequence clean water act obligations through a consideration of Priority risk factors. Benefits and affordable costs. What are the CWA obligations that Are being staged here if bay nutrient controls are already funded and  near completion?

What is the performance split point between priority Sso controls before 2030 and after 2030.  90 10 rule applies  we need to spell out our expectations. 

The costs and the benefits. Hscd would incur the project costs possibly with some state or federal financial assistance. But the bulk of the revenue to pay project costs comes from HRsD which is s wastewater utility.  How will users and beneficiaries of the water supply aquifer recharged area pay for the service. Is it free for users? 
The answer dictates how much money is left for SSO control. . 

How to specify injection parameters so as not to cause drinking water quality issues in the Aquifer 


Sent from my iPhone




